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PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) □ The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later In 



t □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. Q The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3. Q Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejections): . 

4. D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5.IE The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or cM request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet 

6.D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

70 For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)Q will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. D The drawing correction filed on is a)Q approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). J / / 



10.D Other: 
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Continuation of 5 does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: It is argued that Ikeda teaches awav from 
the claimed rnvention. This is not persuasive for the same reasons given in the Final rejection Y 
m hi.h '* ls / Urth f a ? U6( ? f hat "listing essentially of" is defined at page 18 of the specifications. The definition of the phrase is well 
settled case law. Applicant is not permitted to redefine any terms to be repugnant to accepted usage. 

The transitional phrase "consisting essentially of" limits the scope of a claim to the 
specified materials or steps "and those that do not materially affect the basic and novel 
cnaractenstic(s)" of the claimed invention. In re Herz, 537 F 2d 549 551-52 
190 USPQ 461, 463 (CCPA 1976) (emphasis in original) 

h 33 n °l demof ? stra ' ed that 2irconia materially affects the basic and novel characteristic(s) of the claimed invention Therefore 
applicant has not properly rebutted the prima facie showing of obviousness invention. I heretore 

V f T 3 argume u nts deling the specific embodiments that Ikeda mentions. This is not very relevant because the prima facie 
showing of obvious was based on the broad teachings of Ikeda, not the narrow embodiments P 
ThP ikPrff fn m, n er d f agrees wi | h the asser ti°ns that the prior art preferred embodiments constitute a teaching away from the present 
III,! f t 06 M ° ren ?° ? at6ntS are preSUmed va,id: therefore a » claimed inventions of Ikeda are presumed to be tabled and 
th^H f ° ^Tm 9 , *5 d ' SC ^ 0Sed - A PP |icant ' s ^negations (that the Ikeda's and De Morengo's rang J are ^nofworkab^ or donTpossess 
the advantages that Ikeda and De Morengo disclosed) are irrelevant without substantive proof worKabie or don t possess 

were rejected under' tsulV ^rw £ 1*°™ 1? di ? S ?. an V f embodime nts with the same composition as applicant's. The claims 

thP H*i m * n«!S? ? f h f !f f t0 , addr f s * he most re 'evant argument: that the claims are product by process and that the composition of 
use ?£ ™E l ?n f f,na resultant proposition. One looking at the prior art fibers could not tell what starting "com posTons were 
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